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the Euphrates and made a raid across the river, that he set up a stele on
the west bank side by side with a stele of Thothmes Fs which he found
standing there. This testimony of Thothmes Ill's would prove that
Thothmes I, or one of his lieutenants, had once penetrated thus far
into Asia and had staked out a boundary for the Egyptian Empire at the
'natural frontier' provided by the course of the Euphrates where it
approaches nearest to the shore of the Mediterranean. But this would
be no evidence that either Thothmes I himself or any successor of his
before Thothmes III had ever held this line effectively or continuously.
Indeed, the systematic conquest of Syria which Thothmes III carried
out by stages over a total period of twelve years, running from the
twenty-second to the thirty-third year of his reign, is presumptive
evidence that Syria was not under effective Egyptian control during at
any rate the immediately preceding chapter of history, when the Empress
Hatshepsut was in power; and, on this showing, while we need not
doubt that the Euphrates had once been reached by an expeditionary
force led or sent by Thothmes I, we cannot be sure that North Syria,
up to the line of the Euphrates, had ever been effectively occupied or
continuously held by the New Empire of Egypt at any date before the
thirty-third year of the reign of Thothmes III. Since Wilson dates
Thothmes Ill's reign 1490-1436 B.C., this means that the evidence of
Egyptiac history does not unequivocally preclude our dating our 210
years of South-Western Asian history as low as 1668-1458 B.C. (i.e. the
216 years immediately preceding the thirty-third year of the reign of
Thothmes III).

It will be seen that the ascendancy of the Eighteenth Dynasty of
Egypt over Syria fails to provide us with a decisive chronological
criterion for the dating of our 210 years of South-West Asian history
because the facts about this episode of Egyptiac history that had been
brought to light by Western scholars were, down to A.D. 1952, still so
fragmentary that there was at that time a margin of no less than eighty-
seven years between the earliest (1546 B.C.) and the latest (1459 B.C.)
theoretically possible datings for the latest year B.C. in which Mursilis I's
raid on Babylon might fall without conflicting with Egyptiac chronolo-
gical data. If the Eighteenth Dynasty's ascendancy over Syria up to the
Euphrates was the work of Amenhotep I at the beginning of his reign
circa 1545 B.C., this would rule out the two Datings (d) and (c) of the
four rival datings of South-West Asian history, which date Murs'ilis' Ps
raid 1507 B.C. and 1531/30 B.C. respectively, but would not be incom-
patible with either Daring (b\ which dates the raid 1595 B.C., or, a
fortiori, with Dating (a), which dates it 1651 B.C. If, on the other hand,
the Eighteenth Dynasty's dominion in Syria had been extended up to
the Euphrates only just before the second year of Thothmes Fs reign
circa 1523 B.C., this would still rule out Dating (d), but would now just
allow of Dating (c), and would, indeed, provide some presumptive
evidence in favour of Dating (c) by suggesting that there might have
been a relation of cause and effect between these two closely consecutive
events; for, if the date of Mur&lis' Ps raid did immediately precede the
date of the extension of the Eighteenth Dynasty's dominion up to the